ABSTRACT
Generally, instructional leadership refers to the direction, resources, and support provided by principals to the teachers and students to enhance teaching and learning (Rossouw, 1990; Tan, 2012) . Instructional leadership is directing and influencing the teachers for improving and practicing the school curriculum and helps to improve and achieve objectives of the school (Murphy, 1988; Cotton, 2004) . According to Heck (1992) , instructional leadership consists of direct or indirect leadership activities that affect students' learning progress. It indicates recognizing directions and sharing objectives and it is also about convincing teachers for work in contributing to school achievements. Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon (2001) defined the mixture of activities in instructional leadership which included providing direct support to teachers, curriculum development and its evaluation, development of staff, action research, and group development. Andrews and Soder (1987) additionally relate instructional tasks to the principal's responsibility to solve problems in staff development, curriculum, and in the utilization and organization of the instructional program. The concepts and definitions provide evidence that instructional leadership is a complex construct and covers a variety of variables. It is a complex and critical practice to combine the most researched and cited dimensions and verity of variables into one complete construct of instructional leadership. There is a dire need of developing a comprehensive model of instructional leadership that can best fit in national and international context. Instructional leadership is not much popular leadership type in Pakistani schools. Instructional leadership is an essential dimension in the light of facts because it focuses on the school's central activities, teaching, and learning (Chapman, 2000; Enueme & Egwunyenga, 2008) . Instructional leaders possess the basic characteristic to produce actual settings for working for effectiveness of the school (Edmonds, 1982; Marks, & Printy, 2003) . It can be generalized that instructional practices adopted by school principals depend upon the ability and knowledge about instructional tasks (Anderson 2004; Hallinger, 2003) .
Current study attempted to explore the extent to which principals show their concerns and focus their attentions on improvement and learning outcomes through various instructional leadership practices. Instructional leadership represents behaviors of a school leader. The basic purpose of the study is to develop a questionnaire which will describe different dimensions of instructional leadership and could be applied extensively to the principalship. The researchers proposed a model of instructional leadership that is used in the present study for the development and validation of the instructional leadership questionnaire construct. This model may not be the entirely composite of western work of instructional leadership but it contains the dimensions of the most significant aspects of instructional leadership in Pakistani context. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) proposed instructional management model and developed Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale which consisted of three dimensions with eleven job descriptions. The school missions incorporate with formulation and communicate school goals. Managing the instructional programs focused on supervising, evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, and monitoring student progress. Promoting a positive school learning climate which emphasizes on protecting the instructional time and provides incentives to teachers, promotes professional development, keeps high visibility, expands and implements academic standards, and grants incentives for learning. Sergiovanni (1984) gave first model of instructional leadership which consisted of five instructional leadership forces that were technical force, human force, educational force, symbolic force, and cultural force. Andrew and Soder (1987) developed 18 strategic interactions questionnaire in terms of principals in aspects of different roles as resource provider, as an instructional resource, effective communicator, and his visible presence. Weber (1987) added a model which exhibited six intelligent elements of instructional leadership as defining the schools' mission, managing curriculum and instruction, promoting a positive learning climate, observing and improving instruction, and assessing the instructional program. Whitaker (1997) developed four necessary abilities for instructional leadership as a resource provider, an instructional resource, a communicator, and visible presence.
The Literature Review
After a careful comparison, the following seven most common dimensions for the construct of ILQ were finally selected for the instrument development; the seven domains served as the major variables of the study described as instructional resource provider, maintaining visible presence, teachers' professional development, maximizing instructional time, monitoring students' progress, feedback on teaching and learning, and curriculum implementer.
Instructional Resource Provider
Principals provide a service to teachers' fundamental instructional needs by delivering resources and materials. Principal coordinates stakeholders in achieving the school's vision and objectives and serves as an intermediary of assets such as materials (library, laboratory, and newspapers), and time and support to enable the school and its personnel to most effectively meet academic objectives (Hallinger, 2003) . The instructional resources would comprise of giving the staff chances to share thoughts through staff improvement sessions, professional debates and discussions, and admitting teachers' qualities and weakness (Andrews & Soder, 1987; Elmore, 2000) . According to Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) , it is the responsibility of instructional leader to furnish teachers with essential equipment and professional development for the effective execution of their careers which significantly correlated with student achievement. Suitable materials for the educational curriculum program and their skillful implementation become possible through administration of effective instructional plans to support the effective curriculum instructionally (Krug, 1992; Smith & Andrew, 1998) .
Maintaining Visible Presence
The principal is physically visible in all aspects of the school (Andrews & Soder, 1987) . This dimension is consistent with maintaining visible presence to supervise and evaluate instructions. Directing and assessing guideline is characterized as exercises that include connection between the principal and school staff and students with respect to classroom enhancement (Hallinger, 1985) . Successful instructional leaders need to make an obvious appearance which included concentrating on learning targets, displaying practices of learning, and outlining programs and exercises on guideline, and as an instructional leader, more than a half day spent concentrating on these destinations (Whitaker, 1997) . Whitaker (1997) declared being a visible principal as one of critical qualities in the life of a school which is regularly ignored.
Teachers' Professional Development
Principal offers and advances professional development chances to enhance teachers' instructional skills (Blase & Blase, 2000) . An effective instructional leader is a person who organizes staffs' development conferences, observation, and supervision process of staff (Maher, 1986; Zepeda, 2014) . The school principal exhibits a high level of joint effort with school staff, creates continuous visits to classrooms, and provides regular criticism (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005) .
Maximizing Instructional Time
Instructional time incorporates increasing/protecting time scheduled for purposes of instruction, examinations/testing guidelines, and other student activities where direct studentteacher communication and supervision are maintained. It can be determined as the time spent by principals working directly with teachers and students to accomplish teaching and learning (Grissom & Loeb, 2011) . For protecting instructional time and time allocation for instructions, it is suggested to set up a prize framework for good participation, appropriate obligation with staff in advising parents about irregular class attendance, to hold staff meeting to talk about regular issues in instructional organizing and offer arrangements, protect classroom instructional time from disturbance, demand supervision plan, anticipate time that teachers will begin and end classes on time, utilize the full distributed time for direction, and visit classrooms to watch staff and students.
Monitoring Student Progress
Activities received by principals monitor student learning for purposes of making instructional decisions and providing feedback to students on their progress and learning achievements (Southworth, 2002) . Good school principals provide teachers and parents with assessment results on an ongoing basis. General student supervision is likewise among the key obligations of the instructional leader (Memon, 2000; Yunas & Iqbal, 2013) . It mostly includes teachers in understanding different matters giving them the grade they deserve (Mangin, 2007; Nawab, 2011) . Principals who demonstrate strong instructional leadership sets priority on regular classroom inspection, clear evaluation criteria, feedback on teaching learning which utilized to help staff and students to increase their performance, and frequently monitor students' improvements toward school outcomes and teacher effectiveness in obtaining learning objectives (Hallinger, 2011; Jenkins, 2009; Zepeda, 2003) .
Feedback on Teaching and Learning
Principal practices include being observable throughout the school, providing praise and feedback to teachers about classroom and professional growth activities, presenting praise and feedback to students about classroom act or behaviors, and making sure of uninterrupted instructional time (Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon, 2001) . This factor in model of instructional leadership has suggested to the input on the education and learning process as facilitative principalship. It assumes that the head of the school can be regarded as instructional leader and as one of the encouraging sources for effective educating and learning (Tice, 1992; Weber, 1996) . The literature stresses the exercises in which the principal ought to connect himself with the checking and obtaining of feedback. Following this, locating of instructional needs through talking about instructional issues, inspecting classroom learning process and giving criticism on his/her perceptions as a method for giving and empowering best instructional activities, and giving and supporting change through public and private praise are among the factors that must be taken into account.
Curriculum Implementer
The principal maintains an environment that promotes effective functioning of instructional content, arrangement, interventions, management, and monitoring in the classroom, and it is important that the principal needs to know why, how, and when to do things (Khaki, 2009; Zepeda, 2004) . The real part of the instructional principal incorporates a strong educational learning action, scope of syllabus in time, and a sharp supervision (Khaki, 2009) . Possibly, this is conceivable just when the instructional principal has sufficient learning, aptitudes, and expert excitement (Yunas & Iqbal, 2013) .
Theoretical Framework
This study is based on instructional theory which provides explicit guidance on how to better help people learn and succeed. Instructional theory concentrates on how to structure material for developing the education of human beings, particularly youth. In this regard, instructional leadership can assume a leader's roles in providing better help to his or her subordinate teachers so that they can learn and develop, teach effectively, maximize student learning, and increase achievement. The researchers will develop theoretical model based on the works of Hallinger and Murphy's model (1985) , Sergiovanni's model (1984) , Andrew and Soder's model (1987), Weber's model (1996) , and Whitaker's model (1997) .
This study synthesizes the major models of instructional leadership of the past two decades prevailing conceptualizations of instructional leadership and presents another conceptualization of instructional leadership to report the expectations for the future needs of coming generation. The models of instructional leadership which are used in the current study were developed through rigorous study of different instructional leadership models of Hallinger and Murphy (1985) , Sergiovanni's model (1984) , Andrew and Soder (1987) , Weber (1996), and Whitaker (1997) .
Method
The purpose of the current study was to develop and validate the Instructional Leadership Questionnaire (ILQ). The process for the development of questionnaire included defining the construct, the construction of items, and reliability analysis. Further, it involved the exploratory factor analysis for determining the construct validity of instructional leadership items.
Instrument Development
Item development depends on the scope of the dimension of the observable indicators. The definitions of the dimensions are given in defining the key terminology. Going through each quality indicator, the researchers carefully selected 44 items grouped into seven dimensions and used them to develop the questionnaire. After developing the initial 44 items and response scales grouped into seven dimensions, the researchers formed them into an Instructional Leadership Questionnaire (ILQ) and included demographics section in the beginning of the ILQ. The demographics comprised of several variables including principal gender, position, and location. Likert scale with five-points was developed for a response system asking principals frequency of behaviors ranging from Never (1), Rarely (2), Sometimes (3), Often (4), Always (5). Never refers to response that principal never demonstrates that instructional practice, and always refers the response that principal always demonstrates that instructional practice/ behavior.
After the development of ILQ, the researchers approached the validity by including experts' and practitioners' opinions about the content of the instrument accordingly. At this stage, two panels reviewed the pilot instrument. One expert panel comprised of five professors of education who had more than 10 years of teaching experience in public universities. This expert panel determined if the items were clear and correctly grouped into relevant dimensions and were not poorly worded. They eliminated two items that were ambiguous and were not clearly understandable. The panel agreed that the content was valid and the items measured what they were supposed to measure. The expert panel suggested a couple of changes in the layout of the ILQ to improve the readability and appropriateness. After the verification of content validity by experts, the next 42 items were reviewed by the second panel which included six practitioners (head teachers) who had instructional leader experience from 5 to 20 years. This panel determined if the items were clear or properly grouped into the factors. This group eliminated two items that seemed redundant and complex in sense. Both panels gave comprehensive opinion and feedback to develop more reliable and valid scale. After this content validity, to consider the relevance of the items to certain factors, the researchers eliminated two more items. After those modifications, the ILQ was reduced to 40 items fitted with the Pakistani context. The researchers personally visited some schools for pilot testing. The reviews led to the refinement of the instrument and minor wording changes. The reliability based on the pilot testing was high (α= .82) and because of the results of the pilot test, it was considered reliable to start data collection for the study.
Sample
The sample of the study included 164 head teachers selected conveniently from the two districts of Punjab, namely Lahore and Okara. Out of 164 head teachers, there were 85 (51.8%) male and 79 (48.2%) female head teachers and they were conveniently selected from rural and urban schools. So, 78 head teachers were from urban location and 86 from rural schools. Kline (2005) stated that the number of observation should not be less than 100-200 whereas Worthington and Whittaker (2006) suggested that the sample size of 150-200 are likely to be adequate with data sets containing communalities higher than 0.50; to this end, 164 observations of this research data can be enough for factor analyses.
Data Collection
The data were collected in May 2015. The researchers visited 164 public high schools in two districts including Okara and Lahore, the schools which could conveniently visited by researchers. The researchers personally visited each high school, met the school head teachers and asked about their interest in the project. After the head teacher showed interest in the project, the researchers distributed a consent letter to each head teacher. The head teacher read the consent form, signed the form, and returned it to the researchers. The researchers also gave a copy of that consent form to each head teacher for their record. After the head teacher had completed the ILQ, the researchers collected the ILQ from the head teachers. No ethical issues were concerned with the study and the participants were ensured that their responses would be quite confidential and would not be shared with any higher authority. Head teachers' names and school names were not included in the demographics so that head teachers could complete the questionnaires without any fear of leaking confidentiality of the data. (2004) recommended the steps to determine the reliability and criterion-related validity of principals' responses to evaluate the adequacy of the matrix of correlations between factors and items, to extract the factors, then rotate them to examine the factor loadings, and interpret the factors. KMO and Bartlett's test were used to verify the data for appropriateness for factor analyses and whether the data were sufficient (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006 ).
Results

Thompson
Cronbach's Alpha, which is the most common measure of scale reliability (Field, 2009 ) was calculated to measure the reliability of ILQ and the results are given in Table 1 . Since the purpose was to develop an overall reliable instructional leadership instrument, the researchers calculated the internal reliability with all 40 items of the instrument. The ILQ demonstrated a relatively high level of overall Cronbach's alpha reliability (α =.95), 0.87 for instructional resource provider (7 items), 0.87 for maintaining visible presences (6 items), 0.86 for professional development (7 items), 0.82 for instructional time (6 items), and 0.80 for curriculum implementation (5 items). Internal consistency interpreted as weak (0.20-0.49), medium (0.50-0.79), or high (0.80 and above) (Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003) . Table 1 shows the reliability analysis of instructional leadership scale. Note: Responses of this scale were as never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), often (4), and always (5).
After the reliabilities were calculated, the relationships between the seven factors of the ILQ were also computed. The purpose of measuring the relationships between these factors was to confirm that the seven components were discriminant from each other and they avoided substantive redundancy (Messick, 1989) . The results indicated that all the components of ILQ were lower to moderate the significant relationship with each other. The highest correlation was found between teachers' professional development and maximizing instructional time (r = .71), and also between maximizing instructional time and monitoring student progress (r = .71). While lowest positive correlation was found between instructional resource provider and feedback on teaching and learning (r = .38). The summary of relationships is described in Table 2 . The researchers computed 40 items for pairwise combinations. It determined that the calculated matrix of correlations was suitable for factor analysis according to Bartlett's test of Sphericity, 3807.086, df = 780, p < 0.000. Bartlett's test of sphericity indicated highly significance and a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was KMO = 0.89. The KMO statistics varies between 0 and 1 (Field, 2009 ) that KMO values between 0.5 and 0.7 are mediocre, values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, values between 0.8 and 0.9 are great whereas values above 0.9 are superb (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999) . Forty components had Eigenvalues over Kaiser's (1974) criteria of 1 and in combination described 62 % of the variance. These results of sampling adequacy and multivariate normality indicated good quality of matrix.
Principal Component Analysis was run to explore the factor loadings and seven factors were found. This process runs for attesting the stability of the seven factors and items loading on the factors with similar patterns. The results of Varimax, a method of orthogonal rotation (Field, 2009) , solution of factor loadings from the PCA are described in Table 3 . It is interpreted that all items in each factors touched the criterion of loading at least 0.40 on their particular factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996) . Principal component analysis (Jollifle, 2002) was performed using the varimax rotation method for factor extraction on the items. PCA uses eigenvalues which represent the proportion of variance accounted for by the factors. The eigenvalues greater than 1 showed that there were 7 factors that represented 62 % of the variance which is considered good. Instructional resource provider explained 35.95 %, maintaining visible presence 5.81 %, professional development 5.61%, maximize instructional time 4.75%, monitoring students' progress 4.15%, feedback on teaching learning 3.08%, and curriculum implementer 2.83% variance. The results are presented in Table 4 . the seven nt called a "factor loading" or ( = Lambda) in structural equation models provide a measure of the strength of relationship between an item and latent variable. When a group of items "load" on a given factor, the estimated coefficients help us to better understand the latent variable being modeled (Edwards, Wirth, Houts, & Xi, 2012) . All the factor loadings (see Table 5 ) were statistically and significantly different from zero and have expected sign, that is, positive factor loadings (Schumacker & Lomax, 2010) . Error variance ranged between 0.30 and 0.78 as supposed to be acceptable level whereas items' factor loadings ranged between 0.46 and 0.84 could be supposed in high level (see Table 5 ). The t-values of items which present those tvalues of whole items were significant. Fit indices related to model were given in Table 6 . According to CFA results (see Table 6 ) of instructional leadership scale, it was found that χ 2 = 1267.77 and df=733. One of the model fit indexes was χ 2 /sd (Marsh, Balla & McDonald, 1988) and this was 4.14 based on the DFA results. Kline (2005) suggested that for large samples, χ 2 /sd ratio that was less than 1.73 corresponded to excellent fit and χ 2 /sd ratio that was less than 5 corresponded to intermediate level fit. According to this, the 1.73 value was a superb result for the model, and χ 2 value responded to the sample (West, Taylor, & Wu, 2012) ; so, other fit indices could be examined as well. When other fit indices were examined, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) that is given in the path diagram was 0.067 in acceptable fit (Marsh, Hau, &Wen, 2004) , and the root mean square residual (RMR) was 0.062 in acceptable number (McDonald & Moon-Ho, 2002) . As the fit indices were further examined, it was found that the goodness of fit index (GFI) was 0.72 and the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) was 0.69. Because a good fit requires a number greater than 0.90 for GFI and AGFI indices (West et al., 2012) , the model's 0.72 and .69 values in this study indicated a weak fit. For models' other fit indices, the normed fit index (NFI) was 0.92; the non-normed fit index (NNFI) was .96; and the comparative fit index (CFI) was .96. It can be concluded that these values were the indicators of a sufficient fit (Hu & Bentler, 1995) . Table 7 presents the t-test for independent samples based on head teacher gender. The results of Table 7 showed that male and female head teachers perceived the instructional leadership factors in quite different way and were significant at an alpha of 0.05 expect for dimension of feedback on teaching and learning t (2, 162) = .918, p=.360 indicated insignificant differences. Results also revealed that male principals had perception that displayed instructional leadership behavior in comparison with female principals. Table 8 displays t-test for independent samples based on head teacher position. Note: Significant 2 tailed. **
The results of Table 8 showed that selected and promoted head teachers perceived the instructional leadership factors in quite different way and were significant at an alpha of 0.05 expect for dimension of feedback on teaching learning t (2,162) = .739, p= .461. Results showed that as a type of assigning to post, selected principals had perception that displayed instructional leadership behavior in comparison with promoted principals. Table 9 display t-test results that compare instructional leadership behaviors of principals in terms of location of their school. According to Table 9 , the results revealed that urban and rural head teachers perceived the instructional leadership factors in quite different way and the results were found biased to t(2,162) = .529 , p= .598 for feedback on teaching learning. In other words, principals who their school located in rural had perception that displayed instructional leadership behavior in comparison with principals whose schools located in urban.
Discussion and Conclusion
In instructional leadership the principals perform a vital role in determining students' effective learning (Heck, 1992) to improve the classroom directions and instructions (Whitaker, 1997) . The more extensive perspective represented those principals where the quality of teaching and learning were strong and were considered as effective factors and demonstrated instructional leadership both directly and indirectly (Murphy, 1988) . In Pakistani perspective the school head teachers are considered as instructional leaders but there was not such instrument which can evaluate the instructional leadership practices demonstrated by head teachers in their local context. The current research supposed to contribute to this gap. The researchers thoroughly delved into the international standard of instructional leadership literature and developed seven categories to find a valid and a reliable principals' instructional evaluation instrument based on the Pakistani context. This instrument contains comprehensive instructional leadership dimensions which would help principals to get basic knowledge about instructional leadership to enhance their instructional skill and provide the guidance. Following this, it can play a significant role in helping education researchers and principals to promote instructional knowledge to increase school effectiveness and learning outcomes. Descriptive statistics considered the results which can be interpreted as principals and had perception that they displayed instructional leadership behaviors in a highly manner. It is supposed that Pakistani principals had sufficient instructional leadership competencies. ILQ considered 'monitoring student progress' as the dimension that principals displayed most whereas 'feedback on teaching learning' was least. This ILQ is more effective because each item in this instrument present a clear understanding about instructional activities in Pakistani context. This study was a significant one since it established the overall validity and reliability of the Instructional Leadership Questionnaire with Pakistani school principals and recommended improvements in scales for evaluating dimensions of instructional leadership practices because previous research carried out with western context. In future, by administrating this instrument, principals would be able to understand if they can demonstrate such instructional practices as effective principals.
